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STMNARY

{ The National Exchange Carrier Agsociation, Inc. (NECA) submits

|
i
{
|
!
1
|
|

Lhis Rebuttal in response to the parties' opposition to NECA's
‘!.'Jirect Case in Commission's JInvestigation Qrder in CC Docket
eo. 93-123. NECA herein shows that its Universal Service Fund
(USF) resizing methodology is reasonable and consistent with the
ommission's rules. NECA further demonstrates that its use of a
1 million threshold for National Average Cost Per Loop
calculations relating to errors and omissions is reasonable and

consistent with the guarterly update rules.

In addition, NECA illustrates that its edit procedures provide
reasonable assurance that errors i1in exchange carrier data
ubmiseions are detected prior to filing. AT&T's concerns
egarding NECA's data edit procedures are shown to be unfounded.
oreover, NECA demonstrates that AT&T's methodology for calculation
£ propohed revigions to USF payment amounts i1s one-gided and
nconsistent.

As shown herein, the Commission should not reguire USF expense
djustment revisions to reflect changes in the National Average
ogt Per Loop asesoclated with USF data submission updates.
owever, 1f the Commiseion should require NECA to implement such
evisions, NECA demonstrates that it should do so only on a

rogpective basis.
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@eaociation, Inc.

evisions to Tariff F.C.C. No. 5 Transnmittal Nos. 518,
527, 530
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REBUTTAL
The National Exchange Carrier Asscociation, Inc. (NECA) submits
its Rebuttal to oppositions to NECA's Direct Case in the above-
captioned proceeding.’ This Rebuttal dJdemcnstrates that the
- methodclogy NECA uses to regize USF reveriuve requirements 1is
reasonable and congistent with the Commission's rules; that NECA's

#ata edit procedures provide reasonable assurance that errors in

xchange carrier (EC) data submissions are identified and
orrected; and that the Commiassion should not reguire retroactive

djustments in USF payments.

=l

. NECA's Resizing Procedures are Reasonable and in Compliance
With the Commission's Rules and Regulations.

As shown in NECA's Direct Case, section 36.622 of the

Commission's rules requires NECA to adjust the National Average

Q)

ost Per Loop (NACPL) when carriers submit "guarterly" updates of

' National Exchange Carrier Association, Transmittal Nos.
18, 527, 530, QOrder Designating Issues for Invegtigatjon, CC

ocket No. 93-123, (April 23, 1993) (lnvestlgation Order). '
1

(o K¢, |
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USP data, and prohibite NECA from adjusting the NACPL for
submitting carriers. NECA follows the game approach with respect
to nen-quarterly data adjustments, which typically occur as a
result of corrections to data for errors and omissions. NECA
showed that the Commission should not require NECA to follow
inconsistent procedures for these similar types of data
adjustments, but, if the Commission nevertheless requires NECA to
implement such reviged procedures, it should do o only on a

ﬁrospective bagis.
!

Telephone Association, 1Inc. (Matanuska), National Telephone

Cathey, Hutton & Associates, Inc. (Cathey, Hutton), Matanuska

&ooperative Association (NTCA), and the United States Telephone

#ssociation (USTA) filed comments confirming that NECA's resizing
+ethodﬂ are both reasonable and consistent with Commission rules.?
?hese commenters agree that, if the Commigsion does require NECA to
institute procedures for non-quarterly data updates that are
inconsistent with the treatment of quarterly updates, 1t should do
40 only on a prospective basis.3
‘ The American Telephone and Telegraph Company (AT&T), MCI
*elecommunications Corporation (MCI), and Allnet Communications
ervices, Inc. (Allnet) filed in opposition to NECA's Direct Case.

‘he requirements of section 36.622 notwithstanding, these parties

? Matanuska at 1; Cathey, Hutton & Assoc., Inc. at 3; NTCA at
l; and USTA at 1.

3 See Cathey Hutton at 3; Matanuska at 1; USTA at 5-8.

2
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claim that NECA should recalculate the NACPL for non-submitting
companies when other ECs submit data corrections.
These parties are concerned that USF expense adjustments for

individual companies and USF recipients overall may be slightly

higher if the NACPL is not recalculated upward for all companies
hen a correction of errors in individual EC data results in
increased study area loop costs. These parties fail to acknowledge
hat corrections of the NACPL for errors or omigsions found in EC
SF submissions may gecreage as well ap increase the NACPL. In
hege cases, NECA's procedures result in USF expense adjustments
hat are less than would have been the case 1f NECA had
ecalculated the NACPL for all companies.*

In its Direct Case, NECA explained that it adopted its current
rocedures to assure consistency between the treatment of quarterly
pdates and other types of corrections to data.® Adopting
lternative procedures for non-quarterly data corrections (as
uggested by AT&T and MCI) would create instability in USF payments
nd adversely affect recovery of loop-related revenue regquirements
f non-adjusting companies. These consequences are wisely avoided

by the limitations specified in the quarterly update rule. From a

* NECA showed in its Direct Case that reductions in USF
xpense adjustments occurred in 4 out of 8 years as a result of
imiting NACPL recalculations to companies making adjustments.

ile it is true that different procedures would have produced a
et reduction in USF expense adjustment levels over this pericd,
his is a result of atypical data adjustments in a few years, which
re unlikely to be repeated in future years. Sge NECA Direct Case
t 19-20.

5 NECA Direct Case at 10 and 12.

3
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policy and practical standpoint the same procedures should be
followed for non-quarterly adjustments.

AT&T does not dispute the need for consistent treatment of
quarterly and non-quarterly data adjustments. MCI, however,
asgerts that quarterly and non-quarterly data adjustments are
different and should be treated differently. According to MCI,
"the USF rate impact [from gquarterly updates] upon ICs ig deferred,
and most importantly, trued up in a subsequent semi-annual USF rate
qiling.“ MCI states that this procegs doces not occur for non-
#uarterly data adjustments.®
\ Contrary to MCI'ms claims, adjustments vresulting from
#on-quarterly data corrections are fully reflected in subseguent
#ate filings in the same manner as a quarterly update submisaion.’
#hus, MCI's concerns are unfounded.

i Finally, both AT&T and MCI argue that, because adjustments for
Aata corrections are made on a monthly basis for participants in
*ECA'S Common Line and Traffic Sensitive Pools, similar procedures
#hould apply to USF data corrections. NECA agrees that errors and
?miasions in reported USF data must be corrected and the USF
Qrocedures accomplish this result. The analogy to pooling,
%owever, does not support recalculation of the NACPL for non-

adjusting companies. NECA explained in its Direct Case that

6 MCI at 6.
| 7 For example, based on FCC review, EC# submitted data
éhanges in accordance with RAO Letter No. 21. NECA immediately
orrected expense adjustment payments for these ECg. These changes
re reflected in resizing in subsequent tariff filings.

| ‘
|



_
SENT BYSNECAZ y 1= 7-83 5 2:04PM NECA- 2024538633+8 9

fundamental differences exiat between the coperation of the USF and
the CL and TS pools.® ECe choose to participate in the access
charge pools on a voluntarily basis, and place thelr interstate
revenue requirements "at risk" in the pools with the understanding
that prosipective access charge rates may or may not achieve
targeted earnings levels. In doing 80, pool participants
Qoluntarily accept the risk that forecasting errors by other ECs
may adversely impact pool earnings.
‘ USF expense adjustment amounts, in contrast, comprise only
i ctual historical costs (i.e., costs which have already been
incurred and recorded on company books). All ECs that qualify for
SF Expense Adjustments are required under Commission rules to
ssign these amounts to the interstate jurisdiction and remove them
rom intrastate revenue requirements, thereby aveiding upward
ressure on local rates, ECs remove these amounts from prospective
ates with the understanding that they will be recovered through
he interstate USF mechanism. There is no expectation that recovery
1l1 be put "at risk" through data correctiocns of other ECs.
These differences are reflected in the Commission's USF rules
hich, inter alia, prescribe calculation of USF revenue
;equirements {including a specified return component), provide for
resizing of shortfalle (and overages) in rates, and prohibit NECA
from recalculating payments to non-adjusting ECs based on quarterly

data updates submitted by other ECs. No comparable rules exist with

8 NECA Direct Case at 13.
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respect to pooling settlements, because pooling relies on a

completely different set of principles than USF.

II. NECA's Use of a §1 Million Threshold for NACPL Calculations is
Reasonable and Consistent with the Quarterly Update Rules

In a footnote, AT&T acknowledges NECA's concern with
qonsietency between the treatment of diffefent types of dati
idjustmenta, but asserts that NECA's use of a $1 million threshold
or recomputing the NACPL for non-guarterly adjustments is "totally
t odds" with the quarterly update rule (which, according to AT&T,
equires that all guarterly updates, regardless of dollar amount,
e reflected in the recomputed NACPL).’

NECA adopted the $1 million threshold for individual study
reas' non-quarterly data c¢orrections Dbecause this amount
orresponds to an approximate one-cent change in the NACPL.'
ince changes below this level would not result in changes in the
ACPL there is no point in recalculating the NACPL for individual
djustments of less than $1 million.

Contrary to AT&T's claims, it ig not inconaistent for NECA to
pply a threshold criterion to non-guarterly adjustments, but not
o quarterly adjustments. Non-quarterly adjustments cccur on a
poradic basis, and apply to individual EC data. Abgent a
threshold for these adjustments, NECA could be required to engage

%n useless, repetitive recalculations of the NACPL. In contrast,

¥ AT&T at 9 n.16.

0 gee Exhibit 1.
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quarterly adjustments may be made by numerous ECs8 at the times
specified in section 3€.612 of the Commission's rules. Quarterly
updates are thus more likely to have significant impacts on the
NACPL.”

. MCI argues that the $1 million threshold is "far too high®

o

because "a great many LECs receive a million dollars or lese of USF
ayments." MCI worries that some LECs may be receiving erroneous
SF payments because "NECA has not opted to correct individual

e&08 [errors and omigsions] of less than one million dollars."'?

— g

gimilarly, Allnet asserts that "NECA only includes corrections {to
#SF data] which are more that $1 million per study area . . . "
%nd further claims that NECA has offered "no plausible reason for
etting such a high threshold to institute corrections to errors in
the USF data.""
% These comments evince a serious misunderstanding of NECA's
ﬁrocedures. As explained in NECA's Direct Case, and as shown in
éhe copy of NECA's USF procedures included as an exhibit to the

&irect Case,' the $1 million threshold applies only to study area-

|

| "' Theoretically, a net quarterly adjustment of less than §1
million would change the NACPL by less than a penny. Thus, it
might be said that a dg facto adjustment threshold applies for
quarterly updates as well as non-quarterly adjustments.

2 MCI at 4-5.

¥ Allnet at 4-5.

[
i
|
1
i
I
i

i ' NECA's procedures state with regard to the $ 1 million
Jignificance threshold:
a. If the changes are not significant, t{he study
area's reviged expenge adjustment is computaed in
| the standard manpner and adjusted retroactively to
!
| 7
|
|
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speciflic recalculations of the NACPL. When errors or omissions in
USF data are discovered, NECA corrects study area-specific USPF
expense adjustment data to the penny. Becauge the adjustment
threshold applies only to NACPL recalculations, not to USF

payments, MCI's and Allnet's concerne are groundless.'>

III. NRCA'E Edit Procedures Provide Reasconable Assurance That
Errors in EC Data Submissions Are Detected Prioxr to Filing.

A. AT&T's Concerns Regardina NECA'S§ Data Edit Procadureg Are
Unfoynded.

AT&T asgerts that prcblems must exist with NECA's data edit
Trocedures since "there exist significant data errors in the latest

- QRA. pud 14800 i ~Ff ot Nod nATIVIAUA] TEN TIAR Qara MAnllactinn

- el -

- ol a= o e i eaaa-~_6
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NECA initiated procedures to prohibit specific anomalies in
Category 4.13 data relationships in April 1993, and will apply
these procedures to the 1993 data collection currently in progress.
Obviously, a procedure designed to identify a specific relationship
in future data collections wiil not detect those items in past data
collections, In any event, as shown in prior NECA tariff £ilings,
this "error" is irrelevant because the line item highlighted has no
bearing on loop cost calculations.! Rather, the ratio of Central
bffice Equipment (COE) Category 4.13 to total COE investment in

ccounts 2210, 2220, and 2230 is used t¢ develop the Category 4.13
nvestment used in the actual loop cost calculation., Central
ffice investment dollars are accounted for in 2210 - switching,
220 - operator systems, or 2230 - transmisgion. The sum of 2210,
220 and 2230 squals total COE. An EC could have transmission
nvestment classified to switching which would understate 2230, but
he total COE would not be affected. Since the USF algorithm uses

otal COE there is no USF impact.'®

7 NECA has twice responded tc this claim in recent tariff
roceedings. See National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.,
niversal Service Fund and Lifeline Assistance Access Tariftf
evisions, Transmittal No. 518, Reply at 9-10 (errata filed
ecember 15, 1692). See alpo National Exchange Carrier
ssociation, Inc., Universal Service Fund and Lifeline Assistance
ccess Tariff Revisions, Transmittal No. 475, Reply at 15-17 (filed

December 2, 1991).

¥  Exhibit 2 displays a side-by-side comparison of the loop
dost calculation for an individual study area with the COE both
properly and lmproperly accounted for in Account 2230. As is
evidenced by the results at Line AL26 of the Exhibit, both produce
the same study area cost per loop.

9
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AT&T further highlights a difference between 1989 and "latest
view" Category 1 Cable and Wire Facilities data reported by Virgin
Islands Telephone Company (Vitelco), and asserts that this
undetected "error" resulted in an overstatement of USF expense
fdjuatment by Vitelco of $5.6 million.
| AT&T errs when it asserts that the adjusted Total Company
%CCOunt 2410 Cable and Wire Facilities (C&WF) amount of $30,214,000

8 100% exchange line and includes that amount as Category 1 in its
ecalculation of cost per loop.'” Consequently, AT&T fails to
cknowledge that portions of the Total Company amount are
ategorized &g exchange trunk, interexchange and host/remote
acilities. Further, AT&T incorrectly assumes that the Total
ompany amount is $56,005,000, This Total Company amount does not
eflect adjustments due to retirements of C&WF destroyed by
urricané Hugo. The adjusted Total Company Account 2410 amount is
30,214,000. AT&T should have used $28,425,331 as the Category 1
crtion of the Total Company amount (original 94.08 percent of
otal Company). If it had done so, the cost per loop would be the
ame as that included in NECA's Direct Case.

In addition to supposed data edit failures, AT&T asserts that

here must be a problem with NECA's range check procedures because
ECA reflected an "extracordinary" increase in New Jersey Category

4.13 expense in 1991. Repeating arguments made in its petition to

suspend and investigate NECA'e Tranemittal No, 518 (filed Dec. 2,

l 1 geg AT&T at Appendix C, page 7 of 79.
| 10
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1992), AT&T claims that this adjustment should have been reflected
in prior period adjustments for 1989 and 1990.%

NECA showed in its response to AT&T's Petition that this
adjustment related to the introduction of a new basic study by New
Jersey Bell, reflecting deployment of subscriber carrier systems,?
According to AT&T, however, NECA's Direct Case contradicts 1its
earlier responses because the "latest view" data supplied with the
Direct Case shows changes in New Jersey Bell's Category 4.13
amountsg. AT&T suggests that these changes are the result of
%etroactive implementation of a basic¢ study. AT&T further argues
%hat the adjustment must be in error because Category 4.13
increases shown for New Jersey Bell exceed increases at other Bell
ktlantic companies.

g AT&T 1s wrong. The latest view USF data provided to NECA for
4998, 1989 and 1990 by the Bell Atlantic companies do not reflect
%etroactive implementation of any basic separation studies,.
ﬁather, revisions to the original view data reflect corrections to
éategory 4.13 COE invegtment made by the Bell Atlantic companies
%fter a thorough and comprehensive review by NECA and Bell

JI‘f.t-.lam!:ic.z2 NECA continually engages in ongoing, comprehengive

I
+
1

|
g

2 AT&T at 13.

i 2! gee National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc., Universal
Service Fund and Lifeline Assistance Acceegs Tariff Revisions,
Transmittal No. 518, Reply at 14 (errata filed December 15, 1892).

| 2 Tnese adjustments primarily related to data revisions made

i@ conformance with "Method 1" specifications for raporting
Selected Plant Account data. See NECA Direct Case at Appendix 2,
UbF Data Collection Instructions p. 3, '

11
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reviews of USF data with Bell Atlantic and other ECs, for anomalous
changes in costs, input errors or miscalculations of data. Such
reviews are required in order to insure compliance with NECA
instructions and daﬁa gspecifications for USF submisgions as well as
conformance with the Commission's Part 32, 36 and €9 rules.

In addition, contrary to AT&T's claims, Bell Atlantic's latest
view data does confirm that growth in Category 4.13 due to
aggressive deployment of SLC 96 subscriber carrier systems by New
Jersey Bell is similar to that experienced by other Bell Atlantic
companies. This is shown in Table 1 of Exhibit 3, provided by Bell
Atlantic for purposes of this Rebuttal.

i From 1988 to 1991, the three-year growth in Category 4.13 COE
iransmission investment c¢ompared to Total Account 2230 COE
%ransmisaion investment for New Jersey Bell wae 160.6 percent. The
%ther Bell Atlantic operating companies experienced comparable
§rowth in Category 4.13 COE above 100 percent. As shown in Exhibit
3, Table 1, C&P of the District of Columbia had growth in Category
4.13 COE investment of 135.6 percent. Diamond State Telephone had
Qrowth in Category 4.13 COE of 109.2 percent. C&P of West Virginia
ﬂad growth in Category 4.13 COE of 129.1 percent. The other Bell
4tlantic companies experienced growth in Category 4.13 COE relative
qO Total COE Transmission investment in the range of 70 to 81
ﬁercent for the three-year periéd 1988 to 1991, as reflected in

dpdated separation studies during this period. AT&T's assertions

12
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overgtatements, as well as for the Vitelco Category 1
overgstatement), the expense adjustment for that company is reduced
witho c h c Q m i88. On the other
hand, in the case of New Jersey Bell, where ATAT believes that the
company's loop coste should be increased, ATET does recalculate the
NACPL, thereby reducing the study area expense adjustments for all
other companies.

| In other words AT&T has chosen to recalculate the NACPL for
bompanies not directly involved in supposed data errors Qunly when
the result works in its favor. It is difficult to square AT&T's
%ne-sided approach to these data corrections with its earlier
grguments regarding NECA's procedures. If AT&T actually believes
%hat data adjustments should, through NACPL recalculations, affect
ﬁayments of all carriers, it should adopt this approach
éonsistently. In any event, as shown above, corrections to USF
éayments are not warranted ag a result of the data "errors"
ﬁighlighted by AT&T. If corrections are required (which they are
éot), they should be applied only to the companies submitting

i
incorrect data.

\
}

14
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USF data to NECA, and should therefore reduce the need to correct

USF data following NECA's filings.

V. Conclusion

The methodology utilized by NECA to calculate USF resizing
revenue reguirements 1s reasonable and consistent with the
Commission's rules. Further, NECA's data edit procedures provide
reasonable assurance that errors in EC data submissions are
identified and corrected. Finally, if the Commission should decide
ﬁo order adjustments to the NACPL ae discussed herein, the

Qommission should not require retroactive adjustments in USF

ﬁayments.

|

! Respectfully submitted,

| NATIONAL EXCHANGE CARRIER
| ASSOCIATION, INC.

| L d_Leteff
Lisa L. Leibow Richard A. Askoff
#egulatory Manager 100 South Jefferson Road

, Whippany, New Jersey 07891
; Its Attorney

|

July 7, 1993

|
I
i
|
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USF data to NECA, and should therefore reduce the need to correct

USF data following NECA's filings.

v. Conclusion

The methodology utilized by NECA to calculate USF resgizing
revenue reguirements is reasonable and consistent with the
kommission's rules. Further, NECA's data edit procedures provide

reasonable assurance that errors in EC data eubmigsions are

}dentified and corrected. Finally, if the Commission should decide
to order adjustments to the NACPL as discussed herein, the

Commigssion should not require retroactive adjustments in USF

payments.
Regpectfully submitted,
NATIONAL EXCHEANGE CARRIER
ASSOCIATION, INC.
/8/ Richaxd A. Agkoff
Lisa L. Leibow Richard A. Askoff
Regulatory Manager 100 South Jefferson Road

Whippany, New Jersey 07981

Its Attorney

July 7, 1983
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Exhibit 1
IMPACT ON NATIONAL AVERAGE
COST PER_LOOP OF
$1 MILLION CHANGE IN EXPENSE ADJUSTMENT

ONATIONAL AVERAGE COST PER LOOP (NACPL) $ 234.26
TOTAL LOOPS

139,467,484
UNSEPARATED REVENUE REQUIREMENT
(§ 234.26 x 139,467,484) $ 32,671,652,802

UNSEPARATED REVENUE REQUIREMENT-ADJUSTED
($ 234.25 x 139,467,484) § 32.670,258,127

REVENUE REQUIREMENT CHANGE NECESSARY

TO CHANGE NACPL BY 1 CENT $

i

|

L.324.872
| 0000000000000
®STUDY AREA "A" THAT HAS 7739 LOOPS AND IS CURRENTLY RECEIVING

1,025,546 IN EXPENSE ADJUSTMENT FINDS AN ERROR RESULTING IN A $
MILLION DOLLAR REDUCTION IN EXPENSE ADJUSTMENT PAYMENTS

|

' PASE CASE

\ EXPENSE ADJUSTMENT PER LOOP $ 132.52

1 COST PER LOOP $ 457.02
UNSEPARATED REVENUE REQUIREMENT $ 3,536,870

|

| REVISED EXPENSE ADJUSTMENT = § 25,846

| EXPENSE ADJUSTMENT PER LOOP $  3.30

| COST PER LOOP $ 274.48

| UNSEPARATED REVENUE REQUIREMENT $ 2,124,200

CHANGE 1IN STUDY AREA UNSEPARATED REVENUE REQUIREMENT
ATTRIBUTABLE TO § 1 MILLION REDUCTION IN EXPENSE ADJUSTMENT

UNSEP REV RQMT (BASE) - UNSEP REV RQMT (ADJ) § 1.4312,669'

| ' since this exceeds the level required to change the NACPL,
tbis company's revised expense adjustment would therefcore be based
on a recalculated NACPL. Hence, the $ 1 million threshold in
e

pense adjustment approximates the amount reguired to change the
CPL by 1 cent.

E1-1



Algorithm
Line No.

10

1"

12

13

Formula

(DL255 * (DL710/DL700)) + DL820

DL250 + DL810

AL1/(DL255 + DL815)

AL2/(DL230 + DL235 + DL240 + DL805)

AL1/OL160

AL2/DL160

ALS * DL170

AL6 * DL170

AL3 * ((DL280 + DL330) +

(DL815/DL800) * DL195)

AL4 * ((DL260 + DL26S + DL270 + DL310 + DLS15 +
DL320) + (DL805/DL8OO) * DL195)

(AL1 + AL7 — ALO)/(DL160 + DL170 —
DL 190 — DL 210)

(AL2 + AL8 — AL10)/(DL160 + DL170 -
DL190 - DL210)

AL3 * (DL430 — DL435 — DL440)

USF STUDY AREA COST PER LOOP CALCULATION

Dascription

Cable & Wire Facilties plus C&WF portion of
Capital Leazes assigned to Category 1

Central Office Equipment plus COE portion of
Capital leases assigned to Category 4.13

*A" Factor Cable & Wire Facilties. C&WF
Category 1 divided by Total CAWF

"B* Factor Central Office Equipment. COE
Category 4.13 divided by Total COE

"C* Factor Cable & Wire Facilities (Gross Afiocator)
CAWF Category 1 divided by Total Plant in Service

‘D* Factor Central Office Equipment (Gross Allocator)
COE Category 4.13 divided by Total Plant in Service

Materials & Supplies assigned to Cable & Wire
Facilties Category 1

Material & Supplies assigned to Central Office
Equipment Category 4.13

Accumulated Depreciation plus Net Noncurrent Deferred
Operating income Taxes assigned to C&WF Category 1

Accumulated Depreciation plus Net Noncurrent Deferred
Operating Income Taxes assigned to COE Category 4.13

"E* Factor Cable & Wire Facilties (Net Allocator)
NET C&WF Category 1 divided by NET TPIS

*F* Factor Central Office Equipment (Net Allocator)
NET COE Category 4.13 divided by NET TPIS

Cable & Wire Facilties Maintenance Expense
assigned to Category 1

E2-1

Original
Calculation

1,406,533.333333

176,000.000000

0.833333

0.117726

0.380092

0.048312

5,019.196000

628.056000

584,266.458000

86,990.514000

0.305622

0.042862

25,199.991000

Revised
Calculation

1,408,533.333333

176,000.000000

0.933333

0.117726

0.386092

0.048312

5,019.196000

628.056000

$84,266.458000

86,990.514000

0.3956822

0.042862

25,190 991000
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USF STUDY AREA COST PER LOOP CALCULATION

Algorithm Original Revised
Line No. Formula Description Calculation Caiculation
14 AL4 * (DL365 + DL380 + DL395 - DL370 — Central Office Equipment Maintenance Expense 1,048.164000 1,648.164000
DL375 — DL385 — DL390 — DL400 — DL405) assigned to Category 4.13
15 (ALS + ALS) * (DL335 + DL350 ~ Network Support Expenses plus General Support Expenses 5,007.894400 5.907.894400
DL340 — DL.345 — DL355 — DL360) assigned to C&WF Category 1 and COE Category 4.13
16 (ALS + ALG) * (DL450 — DL455) Network Operations Expenses assigned to C&WF 18,679.372000 18,679.372000
Category 1 and COE Category 4.13
17 AL3 * (DL530 + ((DL815/DL800) * DL830)) Depreciation and Amortization Expense assigned 58,799.979000 58,790.979000
to C&WF Category 1
18 AL4 * (DL510 + DL515 + DL520) + Depreciation and Amortization Expense assigned 7,181.286000 7,181.286000
((DL805/DL800) * DL830)) to COE Category 4.13
19 (ALS + ALG) * (DL535 + DL550 — Corporate Operations Expense assigned to CAWF 74,717.488000 74,717.488000
DL540 — DL55S5) Category 1 and COE Category 4.13
20 {AL5 + AL6) * DL650 Operating Taxes assigned to CEWF Category 1 41,268.380000 41,268.380000
and COE Category 4.13
21 (ALS + AL6) * DL600 Benefils assigned to C&WF Category 1 and COE 27,367.452000 27,367.452000
Category 4.13
22 (ALS + AL6) * DL610 Rents assigned to CAWF Category 1 and COE 13,032.120000 13,032.120000
Category 4.13
23 (AL1 + AL7 — AL9) * 0.1125 Return Component for CAWF Category 1 93,000.683025 93,000.683025
24 (AL2 + AL8 — AL10)* 0.1125 Return Component for COE Category 4.13 10,083.210075 10,083.210075
25 Sum of AL13 thwu AL24 Total Unseparated Costs 376,055.02 376,955.02
[ 26 AL25/DL060 Study Area Cost per Loop 301.56 301.56 |
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USF STUDY AREA DATA COLLECTION ITEMS

Data Original Revised
Line Description Data Data
80 Total Loops 1,250 1,250
70 Category 1.3 Loops 1,225 1,225
160 Account 2001 — Telecommunication Plant in Service 3,643,000 3,843,000
170 Account 1220 — Material and Supplies 13,000 13,000
190 Account 3100 — Accumulated Depreciation 1,360,000 1,360,000
195 Account 3400 — Accumulated Amortization — Tangible 0 0
210 Account 4340 — Net Noncurrent Deferred Operating income Taxes 204,900 204,900
220 Net Plant investment  Sum of Data Lines 160 + 170 minus Data Lines 190 through 210 2,091,100 2,001,100
230 Account 2210 — Central Office Switching Equipment 1,345,000 845,000
235 Account 2220 — Operator System Equipment 0 0
240 Account 2230 ~ Central Office Transmission Equipment 150,000 850,000
245 Total Central Office Equipment  Sum of Data Lines 230 through 240 1,495,000 1,495,000
250 Circuit Equipment — Category 4.13 176,000 176,000
255 Account 2410 — Cable and Wire Facilities — Total 1,507,000 1,507,000
260 Account 3100 (2210) — Accumulated Depreciation — Central Office Switching Equipment 545,000 545,000
265 Account 3100 (2220) Accumuisted Depreciation — Operator System Equipment 0 0
270 Account 3100 (2230) — Accumulated Depreciation — Central Office Transmission Equipment 105,000 105,000
275 Account 3100 (2210 — 2230) — Total Accumulated Depreciation — Central Office Equipment  Sum of Data Lines 260 thvough 270 650,000 650,000
280 Account 3100 (2410) — Accumulated Depreciation Cable and Wire Facilities 539,000 539,000
310 Account 4340 (2210) — Net Noncurrent Deferred Operating Income Taxes — Central Office Switching Equipment 81,000 81,000
315 Account 4340 (2220) — Net Noncurrent Deferred Operating Income Taxes — Operator System Equipment 0 0
320 Account 4340 (2230) — Net Noncurrent Deferred Operating income Taxes ~ Central Office Transmission Equipment 8,000 8,000
325 Account 4340 (2210 ~ 2230) — Net Noncurrent Deferred Operating Income Taxes — COE ~ Sum of Data Lines 310 through 320 89,000 89,000
330 Account 4340 (2410) — Net Noncurrent Deferred Operating Income Taxes — Cable and Wire Facifities 87,000 87,000
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